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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,2,4, 5, 13, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Suzuki (U.S. Patent No. 6944280) in view of Beever et al (U.S. 
Patent No. 5699356). 

Referring to claim 1 , Suzuki teaches (Figure 1 , Column 2 Line 1 ) a 
communication system comprising a media gateway node arranged to establish 
communications between a first IP network and a second telephone network 
(circuit-switched communication) via a plurality of circuit-switched channels 
associated with said gateway node, and at least two control entities (media 
gateway controllers) arranged to control communications between said first and 
second networks. Although Suzuki teaches about load distribution among the 
media gateway controllers (Column 5 Line 31), it does not specifically teach 
where each of the media gateway controllers is allocated a respective group of 
said given channels for control. Beever et al teaches (Column 2 Line 1) such a 
scheme for allocation of circuit-switched channels. Beever et al further teaches 
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(Column 2 Line 1, Column 4 Line 63, and Column 5 Line 1) monitoring 
communication performance information (reads call activity), determining 
whether reallocation is needed, and performing the calculation for reallocation of 
circuit switched channels among the said control entities. 
At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Beever et al with the 
teachings of Suzuki. The motivation would be to have a gateway communication 
system where it would be possible to dynamically reallocate circuit-switched 
channels (between a circuit-switched network and media gateway) among 
various gateway controllers based on the performance conditions to allow proper 
distribution of traffic loading (taught by Beever et al at Column 2 Line 1). 

Referring to claim 2, Suzuki and Beever et al teach a communication system and 
method as included in claim 1 . Beever further teaches (Column 2 Line 1) that the 
circuit-switched channels are time division multiplex channels. As such, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to further apply the teachings of Beever et al over the teachings of Suzuki to 
teach the limitation of this claim. The same motivation applies as mentioned in 
the rejection for the parent claim. 

Referring to claim 4, Suzuki and Beever et al teach a communication system and 
method as included in claim 1. Beever further teaches (Column 2 Line 36) a 
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method wherein said reallocation procedure comprises discrimination between 
reallocatable (Beever reads "non-assigned") and non-reallocatable (Beever reads 
"assigned") circuit-switched channels, where the calculating of a reallocation of 
circuit-switched channels is only performed for the reallocatable circuit-switched 
channels. As such, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to further apply the teachings of Beever et al over the 
teachings of Suzuki to further teach the limitation of this claim. The same 
motivation applies as mentioned in the rejection for the parent claim. 

Referring to claim 5, Suzuki and Beever et al teach a communication system and 
method as included in claim 1. Beever further teaches (Column 5 Line 13) a 
method wherein the step of automatically determining if a reallocation triggering 
condition is met comprises checking whether data received from said one or 
more sources of communication performance information fulfills one or more 
rules. As such, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to combine these additional teachings of Beever et al with 
the teachings of Suzuki to teach the limitation of this claim. The same motivation 
applies as mentioned in the rejection for the parent claim. 

Device claims 13 and 16 correspond to method claims 1 and 5 respectively. 
Therefore these have also been analyzed and rejected. 
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3. Claim 6-10, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Suzuki (U.S. Patent No. 6944280) in view of Beever et al (U.S. 
Patent No. 5699356) and further in view of Romero et al (U.S. Patent No. 7249179). 

Referring to claim 6, Beever et al teaches the limitation of claim 5 in addition to 
Suzuki and Beever et al teaching a communication system and method as 
included in claim 1 . However, they do not teach as to how the rules for channel 
reallocation are configured. In a related prior art, Romero et al teaches (Column 
2 Line 40 and Column 6 Line 45) the method wherein said rules are user 
configurable. As such, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Romero et al with the 
teachings of Suzuki and Beever et al. The motivation would have been to make 
the rules for meeting the conditions for channel reallocation user configurable as 
taught in this prior art. 

Referring to claim 7, Suzuki and Beever et al teach a communication system and 
method as included in claim 1 . Beever et al further teaches (Column 4 Line 63 
and Column 5 Line 1) reallocation procedure comprising a step of checking 
whether a condition for automatic reallocation execution is fulfilled and if so, 
executing the calculated reallocation. However, in case the condition is not 
fulfilled, it does not teach outputting an indication to a user that a reallocation has 
been calculated. In a related prior art, Romero et al teaches (Column 3 Line 11) 
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alerting an administrator for a manual intervention in such a situation. As such, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the teachings of Romero et al with the teachings of Suzuki 
and Beever et al. The motivation, as taught by Romero et al (Column 2 Line 26) 
would be to provide an opportunity to an administrator for manual intervention 
when the reallocation triggering condition is met. 

Referring to claim 8, Romero et al teaches the limitation of claim 7 in addition to 
Suzuki and Beever et al teaching a communication system and method as 
included in claim 1 . Romero et al also teaches (Column 3 Line 1 1) wherein after 
having output said indication to a user that a reallocation has been calculated, 
said reallocation procedure waits for a user confirmation input, and if said user 
confirmation is input, executing the calculated reallocation. As such, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to combine the teachings of Romero et al with the teachings of Suzuki and 
Beever et al. The motivation, as taught by Romero et al (Column 3 Line 18) 
would be to provide a method wherein a user will have an opportunity to confirm 
or reject the execution when the reallocation triggering condition is met. 

Referring to claim 9, Romero et al teaches the limitation of claim 8 in addition to 
Suzuki and Beever et al teaching a communication system and method as 
included in claim 1 . Romero et al does not explicitly teach wherein while waiting 
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for said user confirmation input, said reallocation procedure determines, on the 
basis of the momentary data received from said one or more sources of 
communication performance information, whether the calculated reallocation for 
which said indication was output is still needed, and if not, disables the user 
confirmation. However, Romero et al teaches (Column 3 Line 1 1) a mechanism 
which would carry out this method. As such, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to further apply the 
teachings of Romero et al over the teachings of Suzuki and Beever et al to 
provide a method wherein the said indication for user confirmation is to be 
disabled on the basis of the new performance data when the reallocation 
procedure determines that the calculated reallocation is no longer needed. 

Referring to claim 10, Romero et al teaches the limitation of claim 7 in addition to 
Suzuki and Beever et al teaching a communication system and method as 
included in claim 1 . Beever et al further teaches (Column 5 Line 1 3) wherein 
said condition for automatic reallocation execution is the presence of one or more 
predetermined timing value, a predetermined flag setting, and a predetermined 
signal. As such, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to further apply the teachings of Beever et al to teach the 
limitation of this claim. 
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Device claims 17 and 18 correspond to method claims 6 and 7 respectively. 
Therefore these have also been analyzed and rejected. 

4. Claims 1 1 and 1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Suzuki (U.S. Patent No. 6944280) in view of Beever et al (U.S. Patent No. 
5699356) and further in view of Brothers et al (U.S. Patent No. 6789182). 

Referring to claim 1 1 , Suzuki and Beever et al teach a communication system 
and method as included in claim 1 . They do not teach wherein each calculated 
reallocation is recorded together with a time-stamp and information associated 
with the reallocation triggering condition that triggered the reallocation 
calculation. Brothers et al teaches (Column 3 Line 19 and Column 12 Line 45) a 
method and system for logging event data in a distributed system. The events 
are stored in the event memory with a time stamp. It would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the 
teachings of Brothers et al with the teachings of Suzuki and Beever et al. The 
motivation for logging the events would be for a user to analyze the record of 
events to determine what events took place and when (taught by Brothers et al at 
Column 1 Line 43). This information would be used to make further 
improvements in the system. 
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Device claim 15 corresponds to method claim 1 1 . Therefore this has also been 
analyzed and rejected. 



5. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki 
(U.S. Patent No. 6944280) in view of Beever et al (U.S. Patent No. 5699356) and 
further in view of Sheard et al (U.S. Patent No. 6453356). 

Referring to claim 19, Suzuki and Beever et al teach a communication system 
and method as included in claim 13. They do not explicitly teach the system 
comprising one or more interface adapters each being arranged to convert a 
format used inside the device into an interface format used in a node with which 
the interface adapter is designed to be connected. Sherad et al teaches (Column 
2 Line 31 and Column 3 Line 1 ) a system and method for exchanging data 
between two or more applications using interface adapters. It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine 
the teachings of Sheard et al with the teachings of Suzuki and Beever et al. The 
motivation would be to allow exchanging data with different formats between 
applications with different interface characteristics (taught by Shread et al at 
Column 1 Line 9) 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 3 and 14 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DINESH GOEL whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
5201 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:00 AM-5:00 PM 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Derrick Ferris can be reached on 571-272-3123. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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